Based in a novel 'meta-reflexive' review of sociology of emotions (SoE) articles, we suggest that there are two primary SoE theoretical traditions that function within geographic silos: the USA is distinctly social psychological, while in the UK and Australia, SoE is more aligned with the humanities. In both traditions, parallel calls are emerging for interdisciplinarity and further engagement with physiological and pre-personal elements of emotion. Based in Archer's and Bourdieu's concepts of reflexivity, we assert the merits of reflexively examining SoE, and then identify key changes in SoE that have emerged across time and geography. Using Kuhn's work on paradigm shifts, we conclude that SoE is entering a stage of growth and change, and raise important questions about the subdiscipline's future direction. 
Introduction
The sociology of emotion (SoE) is a relatively new subdiscipline of sociology, emerging in the 1970s (Turner and Stets 2005) . 1 It recognises emotional experience as integral to social life. While the field is often associated with interactionist and dramaturgical sociology (Hochschild 1983a; James 1989) , SoE also consists of more macro-theoretical work (Barbalet 1998; Burkitt 1997) , quantitative analysis (Author A, Moon et al. 2009 ) and phenomenological inquiry (Denzin 1983) . The identity and direction of the subdiscipline draws from a broad range of disciplines, yet there are unifying methodological premises that arguably provide a sense of commonality among researchers. Risking oversimplification, this can be understood as the view that emotion is intimately traditions in the USA are distinctly social psychological, while practices in Europe and Australia are more aligned with debates in the humanities. We present and analyse the parallel calls emerging in these distinct SoE traditions for interdisciplinarity and further engagement with physiological and prepersonal aspects of emotion experienced beyond consciousness. We see the consequent and current period of flux as potentially foreshadowing a paradigmatic shift in the conceptual and methodological bases of the subdiscipline (Kuhn 1970) .
In this paper, we establish the merits of reflexively examining SoE and the concepts central to our analysis before outlining the method taken in this review.
In the sections that follow, we demonstrate the changes within this subdiscipline that have emerged across time and space. We argue that SoE is undergoing a stage of rapid growth and instability, with mounting pressure for SoE to take on interdisciplinary perspectives. This raises important questions about the future of SoE and its role in public debate.
The reflexive identity of SoE
In late modernity, it is argued, reliance on traditions is decreasing. Instead, Archer (2012: 1) argues, 'all have to draw upon their … powers of reflexivity … to define their course(s) action.' That is, we must embark on internal conversations where we identify our main concerns, the relationships which are most important and then chart a course of action (Archer 2012). Just as individual identities are reflexively mediated, the collective identity of an academic subdiscipline is often constructed and regulated in this way; a subdiscipline is able to engage with its identity, and reflect on perceptions of that field held within and by others. In the case of SoE, there is a tendency to see emotion as a neglected theme in mainstream sociological research, such that the subdiscipline is located both within, and in response to, dominant disciplinary debates.
Separate to Archer's (2012) contemporary modernist conceptualisation, Bourdieu (2003: 289) defines reflexivity as applying one's analytic tools to one's practices: knowing 'the world better…as one knows oneself better.' This review of SoE brings both conceptualisations together to 'meta-reflexively' question SoE's theoretical and methodological practices. Using analytic insights fostered through a systematic review, we ask questions about SoE's alliances, methods, aims and future. This involves treating articles and social theories on emotions as cultural artefacts (McCarthy 2002) . Cultures shape the way we see, interpret and engage, informing subjectivities and habitus(es) (Bourdieu 1990) or, in the context of the academy, research practices. In this paper, we analyse articles using social theories on emotions as cultural texts to question SoE's reflexive identity. We conceptualise articles engaging with social theories on emotion as cultural artefacts of theoretical traditions used by 'players' (scholars) within the broader university 'field' (Swartz 1997) . This is done to facilitate understanding of the 'discordant, conflicting, and incommensurable messages' in the texts (McCarthy 2002: 44) and ask questions about what SoE is, is not, and what it might become. Following Connell (2007), we also ask about the mobility of emotion theories across national borders: is there one SoE, or are there many traditions? To answer these questions, we undertake a 'meta-reflexive' systematic review, acknowledging how this 'distinctive mode of reflexive deliberation' (Archer 2012: 32) has become common place in an unprecedentedly self-aware and critical era. Subsequently, we draw on Kuhn's (1970) influential thesis that science moves through revolutions and paradigm changes when faith in a shared theoretical framework wanes, to interpret SoE's past, present and future. Research takes place within specific paradigms that favour particular kinds of analysis and methods of data collection that favour the dominant views of the discipline field. This view describes researchers as embedded within a kind of scientific habitus whereby findings reflect lines of questioning that align with the strengths of specific disciplines. We use Kuhn's (1970) work to conceptualise the progress of subdisciplines as dialectical, transitioning from a shared worldview, to a period of unrest where critiques of this worldview mount, to a period of change that results in a new paradigm, before the (temporary) return of stasis. While these processes can benefit from the challenges posed by interdisciplinary perspectives, blurring discipline boundaries should not be construed as a one-size-fits-all solution to discipline specific criticisms.
Methodology
Reviews play an important role in any discipline. They 'juxtapose, explain and analyse an assembly of related concepts' asserting how a (sub)discipline 'defines itself and its priorities ' (Jutel 2012: 54) . Narrative (literature) reviews of SoE have been regular (Kemper 1981; Turner et al. 2006; Stets 2012 Systematic reviews, in contrast, offer a thorough overview of a body of scholarship, and a different vantage point for understanding a field of research.
They involve the methodical search for all studies on a subject, the exclusion of studies not meeting predefined standards of methodological rigour and the combination of statistical results to come to cross-study conclusions (Pearson 2004 ). Meta-synthesis reviews of qualitative studies are valued for their capacity to 'offer a new interpretation of a research question ' (Cooke et al. 2012 ' (Cooke et al. : 1435 .
They involve the generation of meta-themes, but rarely exclude studies based on 'rigour', as judgements depend on epistemological positioning (Pearson 2004; Dixon-Woods 2011) .
Rather than aggregating statistical or thematic findings, as in meta-analyses and meta-syntheses, this 'meta-reflexive' systematic review takes a novel approach: using a systematic and introspective approach to ask questions about the direction, identity and character of SoE; using established search and abstraction AND 'emotion*') were employed to locate journal articles with subject terms relevant to SoE. The multidisciplinary journal Emotion Review was also hand searched. Searches were limited to journal articles appearing in English between 1978, the year Kemper (1978) proposed the subdiscipline 1 , and June 2015.
Not every publication that references emotion qualified. The defining characteristic of included articles was the use of emotion to make sense of social life. Thus, only articles that applied, developed or critiqued social theory(ies) on feelings and/or emotion were included. 2 Articles that primarily reported empirical findings without reference to SoE theories were excluded. Titles and abstracts were assessed on such criteria. Full texts were reviewed and reflective notes taken if the study clearly met the inclusion criteria, or if there was any question about eligibility. Using a purpose built abstraction table created in Microsoft Excel (2011), the following was also extracted from each article: (1) author details including discipline, institution, and location; (2) article details including title, year of publication, journal title, journal discipline and journal location (based on affiliation with an association or a review of the current editorial board); (3) article type (theoretical, empirical and/or review) and, where appropriate, method; and (4) article contribution including the theory(ies) used and the overarching argument. Information not readily available from journal articles, such as authors' current discipline, was determined through an online search. Abstracting this data was done to foster an examination of SoE's current state, how it is conceptualised across national boundaries and time, allowing for a critical and meta-reflexive analysis of what it is and where it is going.
Findings
Findings are discussed here in light of the relevant literature. Because of space limitations, a representative approach is taken; illustrative rather than exhaustive citations are provided. Drawing on Appadurai (1996) , findings are organised into four reflexive 'scapes' -descriptive, global, historical and criticalthat raise questions about the subdiscipline's future. As such, this vantage point for analysis should not be viewed as fixed and objective, but 'perspecitval' and subject to change (Appadurai 1996) . We describe SoE's present advancement and global reach before examining its history, so that an introspective and critical exploration of SoE's past and future can be established with reference to its present status.
A descriptive view: SoE's advancement
No longer in its infancy, SoE has developed with increasing momentum over the past three decades. Illustrating SoE's expansion, the systematic search conducted for this review resulted in 1,790 hits, with 228 articles 3 meeting the inclusion criteria (see figure 1).
[ Figure 1 here]
The majority of included articles were published in the last two decades, with a substantial increase in output since 2003. Articles were split between those focused on developing or critiquing theory(ies) (90) and empirical articles applying and extending SoE theories (98). The remaining (40) articles were commentaries and reviews of the subdiscipline as a whole (Thoits, 1989 [ Table 1 here]
A global view: A plurality of SoE traditions
The growth of the subdiscipline has been at once united and divergent across the Macro-sociological approaches to understanding the stratified power dimensions of emotion, using theories by Kemper (1978) , Barbalet (1998) and others, were used in over 30 studies by mainly USA-based authors (Ridgeway and Johnson 1990; Heaney 2011; Ray 2014) . Engagement with classic interactionist theorists such as Mead (2000) and Cooley (1998) [ Figure 4 here] This depicts SoE as a subdiscipline of many theoretical traditions: united in the use of interactionist and classic sociological theories, but working within national silos. In the next section, divisions across theories and historical disciplines are discussed.
An historical view: Conquests, rediscoveries and internal divisions
Traditionally, 'inner experiences' such as emotions, had been viewed as subjects outside of sociology's repertoire (Junge 2008: 43) . Following its introduction in the late 1970s, sociologists engaged in an interdisciplinary scrum with psychology over the contested terrain of emotions. This 'border skirmish' (Williams and Bendelow 1996: 145) between psychology and sociology seems to have defined SoE in the 1980s and 1990s. Sociology was seen to be taking territory away from psychology. Stearns (1989: 594 Thus, it seems the disciplinary boundary work (Witz 1992 ) and the exclusionary and usurpationary strategies that characterised SoE in the 1980s and 1990s, have been replaced with repeated calls for interdisciplinarity.
A critical view of Interdisciplinarity: Liberating or limiting?
The shift from conquest-oriented boundary work to interdisciplinary collaboration begs the questions: (1) why now?, (2) what form will this proposed interdisciplinarity take?, and (3) how will this interdisciplinarity shape our collective subjectivity and praxis as a discipline? A third explanation might situate current calls for interdisciplinarity in SoE as based in a long history of 'fragmentation' and 'hybridization' within sociology (Garforth and Kerr 2011: 659) . Sociology, Urry (2005) argues, is an un-centred discipline that has historically responded to and incorporated varied intellectual and social movements. Thus, current calls for interdisciplinarity in SoE might be understood as yet another change in a social science with 'fuzzy boundaries' and 'ever-changing methods, theories and research fields' (Garforth and Kerr 2011:
659).
A fourth possibility is that SoE's maturity, with its own methods and research outputs -particularly following the popularity of Hochschild's (1983a) workhas attracted interest from other disciplines wanting to more fully explore the social dimensions of familiar emotions (in psychology) or the emotional dimensions of social situations (in law, education, history, etc.).
Regardless of the impetus behind the calls for interdisciplinarity, we argue thatshould calls for further engagement with neuroscience, biology and psychology be met 5 -this will have real consequences. In line with Kuhn (1970) , these resounding critiques of the core theories that make up SoE can be viewed as a 'crisis' point with the potential to usher in a new 'worldview' or paradigmatic era for the subdiscipline -an era with substantially different cultures, methods and practices. Fine and Fields (2008) argue that cultures shape emotions and emotions shape and alter cultures. Clearly, disciplinary traditions, practices and culture have affected sociologists' abilities to perceive and appreciate emotions in subjects and theories, necessitating the re-reading of classical sociological texts for their emotional dimensions. Interdisciplinarity, involving the blurring of biological, psychological and sociological lenses that accommodate for the social, physiological and pre-conscious, could similarly have an effect on our academic subjectivities.
If our theories change to address our neglect of biology and the unconscious, our methods will also certainly need to change. 6 Interviews and surveys are less adept at capturing the unconscious, physiological and intersubjective (Author C; Prosser et al. 2013 ). 7 One of our main concerns will need to be how to measure what eludes consciousness and language (Holmes 2004). If we conceptualise sympathy as an affect felt along with others (Labanyi 2010), then we will need to conceptualise feelings as co-productions between and across researchers and participants -not as something done to or extracted from participants (Prosser 2015) . Scholars have begun to suggest ways in which qualitative research and textual analysis might be re-imagined to access affect and intersubjective emotion (Author D; Poynton and Lee 2011; Wetherall 2013) . Further innovation and reflection is needed to capture the elements of affect that are beyond cognition; to overcome the challenge of avoiding the imposition of categories, order and language on pre-discursive phenomena; and fully appreciate the challenge that affect poses to traditional ontological assumptions in sociology that frame reality within the confines of consciousness (see Packer 2011) .
Finally, the way we conceptualise emotions may substantially affect how we practice sociology. Cooper (2013) argues that when we change our theoretical and epistemological frameworks, we also change our study outcomes.
Theoretical traditions impose certain conditions on the conclusions that can be made because of the assumptions underpinning these traditions (especially regarding neutrality). Theoretical shifts can also potentially alter our social worlds. Montgomery's (2008) 
Conclusion
This article's contribution is twofold: a novel meta-reflexive approach to the qualitative systematic review and a critical analysis of SoEs' fractured history and interdisciplinary future. Combining reflexive insight with methodical rigour, this article demonstrates the merits of a revised form of critical review: a metareflexive systematic review. As illustrated above, reflexively analysing SoE's praxes, traditions and subjectivities can be a theoretically productive exercise, highlighting taken-for-granted elements of the knowledge production process The meta-reflexive examination of SoE articles over time offered a reading of SoE's history. After a formative period of claiming emotions as an appropriate subject for social inquiry and part of our discipline's history, as well as periods of surge and calm in internal debates, scholars engaging with diverging SoE theoretical traditions -from social psychology to affect -are now converging to insist that pre-conscious and physiological aspects of emotion be taken into account.
These demands reflect the shortcomings of interactionist approaches to incorporating biological aspects of emotion. Calls are now being made for collaboration in emotion research across sociology, biology, psychology and cultural studies. Marking a new chapter in SoE's paradigmatic evolution (Kuhn 1970) , an interdisciplinary future seems likely and reasonable given the differing expertise available. But, the new interdisciplinary 'worldview' in SoE being ushered in, could have real, subjective and methodological impacts affecting our primary concern as sociologists: improving our social world(s). We urge emotions sociologists to keep sight during this transition of the specialised contribution that SoE is able to make.
It is time for emotions sociologists to ask if this interdisciplinary shift (and its associated methodological challenges) is cause for excitement, fear or something else entirely. How will epistemologies be stretched or replaced? How will this open or close certain lines of thinking or seeing? Rather than a conservative call for boundary protection, we suggest that there will undoubtedly be benefits to sharing theories and methods across disciplinary and national divides. The physiological and pre-conscious limitations of current sociological theories on emotions, clearly, cannot be ignored. However, there is a need to proceed with reflection and consideration. As Blackman et al. (2008: 10) urge, 'There is far more work to be done…in linking the current recourse to affect…with models of psychical or neurological functioning that do not bring in psychological individualism through the back door.'
As scholars employing and refining SoE theories embark on this new chapter, praxis should be prioritised. Ongoing reflection on action should help to ensure that SoE scholars do not lose sight of sociology's role within the academic field, and keep goals of prediction and rigour from overshadowing the equally important goals of critical commentary, emancipation, and phronesis -opening our imaginations to new forms of 'being' and practice (Packer 2011: 14) . 
